The Appiicanrs hu\v' Grnondod Claim I to include the subject matter of Claims 2 and 3. 
Claims 2 and 3 have accordingiy been cancelled. 

Claim 4 has been amended for clariUcatioii purposes. 

Claim 1 5 has been added. It recites that the container for the solution has a convex-concave 
structure and the selective binding substance is immobilized binder the container convexes. Support 
may he iband in. tbe Applicants' specification in paragraph [0068] as wcH as Fig. 2. 

Emry of the above changes into the official file is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1-14 stand rejected under 35 USC §105 over Tashiro. The Applicants respectfully 
submit that Tashiro Mis to disclose, teach or suggest the subject matter of those claims. Also, the 
Applicants respectfully submit that they have discovered an unexpected result over the teachings of 
Tashiro. 

Tashiro discloses a method of moving magnetic beads in the upper pan of a reaction vessel 
by imparting a magnetic field fltjctuation without allowing the beads to contact the DHA- 
immobi fixed surface. However, Tashiro does not disclose, teach or suggest a reaction vessel having 
a structure such that the beads do not contact the surface. In^at regard, the refection recognizes the 
reliance on such rnaguetlsni ilo\^c\ the Arpliv-orrs' rc^pecrVI) .-^uhinil that such magnetism is 
completely dUTerent from the Applicants" claimed process, wherein the ^mt particles or air bubbles 
are mov cd N^vtiliin the earner and 'or the container which have structures that prevent the line panicles 
or air bubbles from contacting tlie selective binding substance-immobilized surface. Thus, there is 
no disclosure in Tashiro that would provide guidance to one skilled in the art as to how to achieve 
the pres eniion of contaol by structural means, as opposed to magnetic means. Thus, the Applicants 
respeeifuiiy submit that Tashiro is Inapplicable. 

Ho\\ ever, ;is ?ioti. d ahov c. the .■\pp lica.nt>^ h.ave discovced an Uiiexpected phono:ncri<")n ! hi? 
is demonstratexl by the Applicants' Conipai-ative Example 6. Compai-ative Pxampic 6 in the 
Applicants' specification is quite similar to the method disclosed by Tashiro, In that Comparative 
Example, a flat caitier without a con\'ex-concave structure and a cover glass as a container for a 
solution were used. The solution was stirred by magnetic beads which were attracted onto the cover 
glass face placed dov,mvard by a magnetic field. The results were that the magnetic beads were 
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aggregated and soHdiSed by a magnetic field md the aggregated be^ids caii^e into contact with the 
prohe-immobilized sirface of the carrier. The surface was damaged as a consequence by contact of 
the aggreg.^Led beads This resulted in only a loxv lluorescence intensity. 

Ihe Applkdiits resputfuily submit that the teachings of Con"sparati^ c EKampie 6 are 
suHsTantially eqi:H'alcnt to the disclosure of Tashiro which rei-cs on maiineti^m. Bowc--cr. the 
Applicants siuprisingly found tiiat magnetism has serious problems as outlined &bo\ e. This is in 
sharp contrast to the Applicants* methodology, wherein the fine particles or ak bubbles arc moved 
within the carrier and/ar container which have stmctures such that the fine particles or air bubbles do 
not contact the seiective binding substance-immobili^Ked surface. The Applicants' exaniples clearly 
shovv' thai this can be done wiihoat damage to the siJa^'.-. scsiutuw in cxcciiem 

fluorescence inlensits'. The Applicants therefore respectfulls submit ihat Tashiro is additionally 
inapplicable for this reason. Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

In light of ths foregoitjgv the Applicants respectfuUy submit that the ent^ 
in condition for allowance, which is respectfully requested, 

Respecst&lly submitted. 
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